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Abstract  

Compared to other Languages for Specific Purposes (LSPs), the terminology of the legal 
domain poses a number of specific challenges to translation. Firstly, most legal terms refer to 
abstract concepts and are not defined through referential properties (contrary to e.g. machine 
parts in a technical domain), but rather intentionally, using other abstract concepts. Secondly, 
because the law deals with all aspects of everyday life, legal terminology shows a 
considerable overlap with Language for General Purposes (LGP). Thirdly, the legal jargon 
often uses a number near-synonyms (e.g. violation, breach, infringement or null and void) for 
the same concept (Gozdz-Roszkowski 2013). These properties potentially cause semantic 
vagueness and necessitate that an onomasiological approach to legal terminology (first 
defining a concept and then listing the terms) be supplemented with a semasiological 
approach that investigates how near-synonymous terms and terms shared with LGP realize 
their flexible meaning potential in specific contexts. In a translation setting, this problem of 
semantic instability is further aggravated because the terms’ contextual nuances do not only 
have to be adequately rendered in other language but the terms’ translational equivalents also 
have their own ambiguity in a different legal system, whose concepts might be similar but 
often not completely equivalent. In this paper, we look at a case study of the translation of the 
Statutory Regulations of the University of Leuven (Organiek Reglement KU Leuven) from 
Dutch and the Belgian-Flemish legal system into English with different legal systems present 
in the background (UK Law, American Law, European Law). First we select a sample of 
terms in the source text that have multiple translation in the target text. We then analyse 
whether these term show ambiguity in the source text through a corpus-based analysis. 
Finally, we analyse if and how this ambiguity led to multiple translations in the English target. 
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Legal language and the law 

Language and the law are deeply intertwined and connected.  Law expresses itself through 
language, the law is indeed made of language. Legal language does not only serve a 
descriptive purpose, it can create and modify reality.  
This idea of changing reality is in line with the view of some linguists and lexicographers, 
who adhere to a dynamic view on words and meaning. “Words are central to the activity of 



making meanings” (Hanks, 2010).  According to his view, words have a meaning potential, 
thus inferring that every speaker makes a meaning.   
If indeed meaning is that flexible a concept, then words may have a number of conventional 
meanings (the one’s we can usually find in a dictionary), but there may be many more 
realisations and meaning potentials according to the actual context, the position of the speaker 
or writer, and many more flexible parameters. A meaning is a possible connection to objects 
or concepts in the real world. This ambiguity and creativity is exactly an element that is very 
often played upon in the writing of legal texts, in a prosecutor’s closing speech addressed at 
the jurors, etc. 
The flexible concept of a “meaning potential” in vocabulary stands in direct opposition with 
the firm belief that in specific professional domains, the concepts have to be defined very 
explicitly, so that the necessary characteristics of the concept are clear and unique. In specific 
technical and scientific subdomains of reality, terms are expected to be clearly delineated and 
linked to a unique concept. This leads to a classification within the subject domain, so that 
every concept gets a clear place in a hierarchical structure and that the designation (the term) 
is related in a one-to one correspondence with the concept. 
ISO 704:2009  “Terminology work :  principles and methods”  establishes the basic principles 
and methods for preparing and compiling terminologies both inside and outside the 
framework of standardization, and describes the links between objects, concepts, and their 
terminological representations. It also establishes general principles governing the formation 
of designations and the formulation of definitions.  
The main activities include, but are not limited to, the following: 
— identifying concepts and concept relations; 
— analysing and modelling concept systems on the basis of identified concepts and concept 
relations; 
— establishing representations of concept systems through concept diagrams; 
— defining concepts; 
— attributing designations (predominantly terms) to each concept in one or more languages; 
It sounds perfectly plausible from a terminologists point of view that these steps can also be 
taken in the case of the legal domain, where precision in the use of terminology is expected. 
Moreover, the legal terminology is linked firmly to a conceptual system, viz. the legal system 
applicable in a particular country (e.g. France) or a particular organization (e.g. EU-
legislation).  

Producing a terminology requires understanding the conceptualization that underpins human 
knowledge in a subject area. Because terminology work always deals with specialized 
language in a particular field of knowledge (i.e. a subject field), the concept should be viewed 
not only as a unit of thought but also as a unit of knowledge. 
The terminological procedures clearly imply an onomasiological approach and are at first 
sight opposite to the mechanisms used in lexicographical activities pertaining to the general 
vocabulary. 
We will now try to apply these principles to the legal subdomain.  
Legal systems are systembound, i.e. they are different in structure and organization according 
to the member state or international institution that is referred to. In each legal system, there is 
a logical ordering, that can be considered a classification. (De Groot 1991) 



In most legal systems, there is a division between criminal and civil law. However, in 
different systems (e.g. civil law vs common law), this may result in a different organization.  
Compare the British court structure with the French one :  
 
 

 
Fig 1a: British Court Structure  
 

 
Fig 1b : French Court structure  
 
Properties of legal language 
 
Every aspect of a person’s life is interconnected with law and legal acts. It seems therefore 
quite natural that everyone agrees on the importance of clear and consistent legal texts, that 
are correct and efficiently transmit the message intended. However, this wish for clear and 
good communication in the legal domain is far from being implemented. Vagueness and 
confusion, idiosyncracies and inconsistencies are very often the most prominent 
characteristics of legal documents. This is reflected not only in the fuzziness of the 
terminology used, but explicitly in the very complex phraseology in the legal discourse.   
Before looking into the linguistic aspects of legal language in more detail, a few words are 
needed on the relation between law and logic. Many scholars have discussed the question 
whether law is a science, or a “quasi-science”, and although we can establish the objective 
nature of legal analysis, and the technical expertise of the judges and lawyers, yet, “the life of 
the law has not been logic, it has been experience” (the common law, 1881, cited in Slapper & 
Kelly). . And hence, judicial creativity and judicial bias must be considered.  When looking at 
legal language, one of the presumptions used in courts is that the legal professionals are in 
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favour of words taking their meaning from the context in which they are used. We can here 
refer to the position taken by Hanks (2013) “ a word has a meaning potential”. 
As the legal language uses a lot of general words from everyday vocabulary, it will be very 
important to delineate their meaning properly, within the actual context. One of the major 
rules for interpreting legislation is the “ejusdem generis” rule : general words are appended to 
the end of a list of specific examples.  The idea is that the general word has to be interpreted 
in line with the prior restrictive examples. 
 
Obscurity versus accuracy : although we expect legal discourse to be analytic and clear, 
unfortunately, a lot of vague and pseudosynonyms are being used in this type of texts. As in 
many cases, lexical items of the general vocabulary are used, but in particular contexts, clear 
definitions are very hard to get.  E.g a verb such as “revoke” may be alternated by “cancel”, 
“annul”, “overrule”, “dismiss”, etc. In reality, it is very rare to have pure synonyms in these 
texts, very often, we are dealing with approximate or partial synonyms that can only be used 
in particular contexts and are not interchangeable at all.  What is the difference between 
“legal” and “lawful”? In some cases, these are interchangeable, in some contexts they are 
clearly different. Very often, we are dealing with set phrases : “lawful wedded wife” vs. 
“legal rules”. And also phrases using synonyms and such as “request and require”, “have and 
hold”,” each and every”, “full, true and correct” are quite common in the legal language. 
These types of expressions are quite troublesome when translating legal texts. 
Latinisms, archaic language, mixed with “vague” general words that may have a slightly 
deviant meaning in the legal document: these stylistic aspects are common in the legal 
language. Rhetoric is another aspect of legal discourse: although one might expect that legal 
decisions are the outcome of logical reasoning, very often a strong influence of rhetoric as an 
act of communication can be witnessed.  This means that a lot of argumentation, evaluation, 
affirming and refuting, use of metaphors, creative use of language are part of the legal 
discourse. 
 
Legalese vs plain English 
 
When reading legal texts, we come across ample examples of complex terminology, complex 
vocabulary, and complex phraseology. 
Traditionally, terminology in specialised texts has been approached from an onomasiological 
and perspective, according to which synonyms are perceived as two or more terms from the 
same language representing the same concept (Felber, 1984, p. 98).Consequently, equivalents 
could be defined as two or more words representing the same concept and derived from 
different languages. In the onomasiological approach, synonymy and equivalence are treated 
as relations between lexemes with the same denotative meaning.  
When looking in detail at a particular type of text, such as legal texts, we will have to look at 
syntagmatic relations, i.e. collocability, and contextual meaning .. The importance of 
syntagmatic relations in constraining synonymy is well recognized in general language. 
However, legal communication, just like any specialized communication, operates under 
different constraints resulting from the intention to eliminate or reduce ambiguity. Tiersma 



(1999, p. 182) insists that for lawyers, even if words are similar, they are apparently never 
identical. Instead, they exhibit subtle differences in their connotational value. 
How to distinguish the different types of lexical items involved in legal language? 
a) Purely technical terms : barrister, solicitor, trust, etc. , they all have a clear legal 

meaning, which is undisputed, at least within one and the same legal system.  
b) Semi-technical of mixed : these terms are most difficult to identify, and even more 

difficult to assign the right meaning to the term related to the context. We refer to the 
example of the word ‘issue’ (Alcaraz & Hughes, 2012) 
- ‘The testator died without issue’ (without offspring) 
- ‘The parties could not agree on the issue’ (the disputed point) 
- ‘The passport was issued by the Liverpool office’ (give out) 
- ‘Parties must wait for the process to issue from the court’ (be served) 

c) Every day vocabulary 

We will not go into the syntactic features of legal language into this paper, but aspects such as 
very long sentences, clipped sentences, passive voice, conditionals and hypothetical 
formulations are quite typical for these types of texts. 

 

Translation challenges 

Legal translation has recently got a lot of attention, as the interplay of different legal systems 
and different languages on international level becomes more and more important in our 
present-day society. 

Legal translation can be seen as a special form of translation where linguistic signs are closely 
related to the legal systems to which they originally belong. However, the legal field is 
constantly evolving, and although it is to be expected that laws and legal texts can provide 
some stability and security, yet similar legal institutions or legal systems may undergo a 
different evolution and therefore not always correspond one-to-one to each other. The 
problems in translating legal documents from one language to another has been extensively 
discussed by several scholars; we just refer to one citation : “the specific problems of the 
translation of legal terminology are caused by the system-specificity of the legal language. 
This system-specificity as as a consequence that within a single language, there is not only 
one legal language, as, for instance there is a single chemical, economic or medical language.  
A language has as many legal languages as there are systems using this language as a legal 
language (De Groot-Van Laer 2008).  

In the translation process, the concepts referred to in the source text have to be identified and 
once they are understood in the source language and source language system, transferred to 
the target language.  The question of equivalence is very important here.  

In the legal domain, we can distinguish 3 types of translation: 

1. Between two legal systems with different languages;this is the most typical case of legal 
translation (interlinguistic).  



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig 2: interlinguistic translation 
 
 

2. Between two legal systems using the same language (intralinguistic)  
e.g. Belgian Dutch legal text :  translation into a Dutch legal text for the Netherlands. 
e.g. French document from France : translation into a French document for Switserland 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Fig 3 : Intralinguistic translation 
 

 

3. International Treaties : multilingual international treaty drafted in 3 working languages 
of the international organization ; translation into multiple legal languages of different 
memberstates. 
 

 

 

Legal text of legal system A in language A 

e.g. Belgian legal system in Dutch 

Legal text of legal system A translated 

in the language of legal system B 

E.g. Belgian legal system in Dutch 

translated in English 

Approximate 

equivalence 

Legal system A in language A 

e.g.Belgian legal system in  

Dutch  

Legal system B in language A 

e.g. Dutch legal system in 

Dutch 

Influenced by 

legal language B  

p 

Legal text of legal system B in language B 

e.g. Uk legal system in English 

Multilingual international treaty or legal tekst 

of international organization in e.g. 3 working 

languages : E,F,G 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 4: Multilingual international documents 

 

Authentication and legal value. 

Very often, both in international organisations and companies, .a translation of a legal 
document in another language, most often a lingua franca such as English, is provided just for 
sake of information to international customers. This translation is purely informative, no legal 
claims can be made from it 

e.g. a business contract that was originally written in Dutch, has to be translated in 
English for sake of understanding the agreement by third parties 

e.g. the statutory rules of a university, originally written in Dutch, are translated in 
English for posting on the English pages of the website.  
 
If this is the case, the target text has to be as clear as possible, with clear terminology that an 
international audience can understand. 
 
However, in some other domains, the translated text assumes full authenticity, and becomes 
the law itself.  This is the case in Belgium where both French and Dutch are official 
languages. Some laws are drafted first in French and then translated into Dutch, and in some 
cases the order is the other way around, from Dutch source text to French target text. In either 
case, both language versions are “authenticated”, and the status of source and target text 
disappears.  Both texts are original legal documents, and therefore have the power of being 
legally binding. 
 
The English translation of the KU Leuven Statutory Regulations is a case of the type 1 
interlinguistic translation that we identified above: a legal-administrative text of legal system 
A (Belgian) in language A (Dutch) is translated into language B (English) which introduces 
influences of legal system B (UK’s), although its legal authenticity resides exclusively in 
legal system A (Belgian) so that the translation in language B (English) has a purely 
informative value. 
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In what follows, a case study will be developed using the text of the KU Leuven Statutory 
Regulations, analysing the Dutch source text and comparing it with the English translation. 

 

Corpus analysis of legal and administrative terminology 
 
Lexicological and lexicographical studies of general language have a long tradition of 
analysing corpus attestations, both qualitatively and quantitatively, to describe the meaning of 
words and expressions (See O’Keeffe and McCarthy 2010 for an overview of studies since 
the 1980s and Geeraerts 2010 for an historic overview of lexical semantics). Also in studies of 
legal translation, there has been a recent surge in corpus-based analyses of legal terminology 
(see Biel & Engberg 2013 for a recent overview). Biel & Engberg (2013:3) note that these 
studies follow the general tendency in terminology research (e.g. Cabré Castellví 2003) to 
move from a traditional Wüsterian, prescriptive and onomasiological perspective to a 
semasiological one, where the different semantic nuances and usages of legal terms are 
charted through a careful analysis of actual occurrences in legal texts. This need to study 
terminology in context, or in Hanks’ (2013) approach, the way meaning potentials of terms 
are realised in actual usage, is especially apparent in the legal domain for reasons already 
indicated above: The archaic nature of legal language makes a prescriptive, controlled-
language stance nearly impossible. Legal practitioners will not change their jargon, even 
though there might be inconsistences from a terminological point of view. Terminologists and 
researchers in legal translation can only identify possible loci of ambiguity and point them out 
to users of legal texts and translations. The system-bound nature of legal language has as a 
consequence that the meaning of legal terms can only be established textually, within the 
corpus of documents (laws, regulations, jurisprudence) that make up a specific legal system., 
rather than through a description of referential properties like e.g. in machine manufacturing. 
Finally, there is a considerable part of the legal vocabulary that is shared with ordinary 
language and that only acquires specific meanings in a legal context. These differences can 
often only be established through the comparison of usage in actual text. 
In our case study of the Statutory Regulations of the KU Leuven, we will also take a 
semasiological perspective and analyse the potential ambiguity of legal and administrative 
terms through a corpus analysis of usage in context. However, we will follow previous studies 
in arguing that a semasiological corpus analysis has to be followed by a return to the 
onomasiological level where legal concepts can then be treated as complex prototype 
categories (Geeraerts 2002) , rather than clearly delineated Wüsterian concepts. As prototype 
categories, legal concepts have constituent semantic features with different degrees of 
salience and they can be fore- or backgrounded differently by competing (near)-equivalent 
terms, both intralinguistically (cf. Gozdz-Roszkowski 2013 on near synonyms in American 
English) and cross-linguistically (cf. Saridakis 2013 on English-Greek terminological 
equivalents in International Law). More specifically, we will use translational variation of 
terms as an indication or potential ambiguity and then analyse which type of ambiguity in the 
Dutch source text led to the choice for multiple English translations of a single Dutch term. 
Occasionally, we will return to the onomasiological level and investigate whether the 



ambiguity is influenced by competing terms for the same concept, or, alternatively, similar 
concepts that are co-lexified, i.e. expressed by the same term or set of terms. 
 
Corpus, tools and methods. 
 
Our main corpus consists of the Dutch original version (19470 tokens) of the KU Leuven 
Statutory Regulations as they were approved by the KU Leuven Board of Trustees on 
December 20th, 2012 and published in the Belgian Official Gazette on January 25th, 2013. The 
English translation (20,003 tokens) was published on the KU Leuven website on July 14th, 
2014. We obtained a sentence-aligned version of the two texts from the translation project 
manager( Prof. dr. Kockaert) in a sdlxliff format which we converted to a TMX-format using 
SDL Trados Studio 2013. This TMX version was then imported into the SektchEngine 
(Kilgarriff & ) as a parallel corpus. The latter was used for the selection of legal and 
administrative terms with multiple translations that were then investigated in more detail. 
In addition, we also compiled a secondary corpus (568,680 tokens) with the same type of 
legal-administrative documents (Dutch originals) including official decrees and additional 
regulations pertaining to the KU Leuven1. This corpus was used to calculate collocational 
statistics for the terms under investigation. 
The corpus analysis methods used are parallel concordances, collocations, keyword 
analysis and automatic term extraction. For all of these, we used the SketchEngine corpus 
tool (Kilgarriff et al. 2014). For the keyword analysis and term extraction, we used the 
nlTenTen Dutch reference corpus (3.3 billion tokens) offered by SketchEngine (see 
Jakubíček et al. 2013 for a description). Additionally, we make use of a qualitative corpus 
pattern analysis following Hanks 2010, 2013) that charts the different morpho-syntactic 
patterns that a word occurs in. Finally, we also use the semantic mirroring technique for 
parallel corpora introduced by Dyvik (2004). This heuristic aims to find sets of near-
synonyms or, more broadly, lexical fields, by listing the different translations for a primary 
word in the source language and then checking for each of these translations whether it was 
also used as a translational equivalent for other source language words that are than 
semantically related to the primary word 
 
Identifying terms with complex meaning potentials 
 
The aim of this case study is to analyse the complexity of meaning potentials for a sample of 
legal and administrative words and expressions in the KU Leuven Statutory Regulations and 
its influence on translation. We made a selection of relevant items in two steps: First, we used 
a term extraction technique on the Dutch source text to single out domain-specific words and 
expressions in the corpus. Secondly, we identified those terms that have multiple translational 
equivalents in the target text as an indication of possible ambiguity. We discuss these two 
steps in more detail. 
 
                                                           
1
 The regulations and decrees are listed on https://admin.kuleuven.be/rd/decreten_reglementen_KULeuven . 

(accessed: 1 October 2014) Additionally, the minutes of the KU Leuven employee counsel were included in the 

corpus: https://admin.kuleuven.be/raden/ondernemingsraad.html#aVERSLAG (accessed 1 October 2014) 



Term Extraction. 
 
We extracted both single and multi-word terms from our main corpus using a contrastive term 
extraction approach (see Heylen & De Hertog 2014 for an overview of term extraction 
approaches). For single word terms, we used the keyword extraction function in SketchEngine 
which ranks all words in a specialised corpus by comparing their relative frequency in the 
specialised corpus with that in a reference corpus2 As a result, words that are very domain 
specific and have a much higher relative frequency in the KU Leuven Statutory Regulations 
obtain a high keyness-value and top the keyword list. For multiword terms, we first applied 
SketchEngine’s Dutch term grammar that filters all word combinations in the corpus up to 
length 4 by applying a number of Part-of-Speech (POS) templates that are typical for 
multiword units. The POS templates used in this study were Noun-Preposition-Noun and 
Adjective-Noun. For word combinations that satisfy the templates, SketchEngine then also 
computes a keyness value in the same way as for single words. We then combined the single 
word and multiword lists sorted by keyness and then used double cut-off to select terms for 
our case study: terms had to occur at least 20 times in the corpus and have a keyness of at 
least 150. As a final selection step, we removed single word terms that were subsumed by a 
multi-word term. This left us with the 30 highly domain-specific terms listed in table 1 by 
keyness together with their relative frequency in both the specialised and the reference corpus. 
A closer look shows that the lists contains a number of named entities (UZ Leuven, KU 
Leuven, LRD, Leuven) and entity types (associatie, partnerhogescholen,faculteit, department, 
Biomedische Wetenschappen, rector,vicerector, zelfstandig academisch personeel) that refer 
to the university, one of its subdivisions or typical staff functions. However, there are also 
terms that refer to entities that are not exclusively associated with universities but can be 
found in any type of organisation (bestuurscomité, algemeen beheerder, gedelegeerd 
bestuurder etc.). Almost all of the terms are nominal and refer to entities or persons. Only one 
(onverminderd) is a preposition that is highly typical of the legal-administrative genre. Since 
we used a contrastive term extraction method, it is not surprising that most terms are 
relatively infrequent in general language, with relative frequencies in reference corpus 
generally below 5 per million. However, there are exceptions like Raad van Bestuur, 
benoeming and bevoegdheid. Especially bevoegdheid (authority) with a relative frequency of 
17 per million (rank 8109) in the reference corpus, demonstrates that words from ‘plain 
Dutch’ do show up in specialised texts. As we will see below, it is also this general language 
word that has a complex meaning potential. 
 
Translational Equivalents. 
For each of the 30 terms in table 1, we made parallel concordances to identify their different 
translations in the English version of the Statutory Regulations. For Dutch single word terms 
that also occurred as part of a compound translated by a multiword unit, we also included the 
English translations if there was a transparent one to one mapping between the Dutch 
compound and the English multiword unit. For example, mandaathouder was translated as 
job holder and we included job as one of the translations for mandaat. Similarly, 

                                                           
2
 We used the option with 1 added to both relative frequencies to avoid division by zero. 



vertegenwoordingsbevoegdheid  was translated by power of representation and we included 
power as a translation of bevoegdheid. Of course, in these cases, the single word is not used as 
an independent term, but note that the term extraction and identification of multiple 
translations are only used a heuristic to the select words and expressions with interesting 
meaning potentials. Compound formation can be considered one way in which a word realises 
its meaning potential. As table 1 shows, 10 out of 30 terms had multiple translations, ranging 
from two alternatives (e.g. gedelegeerd bestuurder)to no less than nine different translations 
(mandaat). A number of the alternatives fall under the formal variation patterns identified by 
Daille (2005) like ellipsis (Joint Executive Board versus Executive Board), anaphora 
(Statutory Regulations versus these regulations) or PP-adjective alternations (of the Rector 
versus rectorial). Although these formal variants might have slightly different semantics and 
might be considered translational inconsistencies, they do not indicate a rich meaning 
potential of the original Dutch term per se and we will not consider them further in the 
remainder of this study. Instead, we will focus on those cases where the different translations 
do seem to originate in the different meaning potentials that are already available in the Dutch 
originals.  

The analysis of meaning potential 

For our analysis of the complex meaning potentials of terms, we will start from the types of 
linguistic uncertainty that Cao (2009: 73-81) identifies as possibly problematic for the 
translation of legal terminology, viz. generality and vagueness3. We will try to analysie these 
phenomena more precisely with the descriptive apparatus of Cognitive Semantics (Geeraerts 
et al. 1994, Geeraerts & Grondelaers 2002) as prototype phenomena on respectively the 
extensional and intensional level.  

Generality or Uncertain referential extension.  

Cao (2009) categorizes an expression as general “when it is applicable to any one of a number 
of things whose differences are not denied or necessarily overlooked” and gives the example 
of the word coloured encompassing both the property of being blue and red. In prototype 
theory, this relation between superordinate and subordinate categories is discussed in terms of 
referential extension, i.e. the set of referents that falls under the scope of a given linguistic 
category and where category membership is not equally clear for all referents. Geeraerts 
(2002) gives the example of types of fruit that belong to the category fruit: apples and pears 
are clear cases, but nuts are not.  In our list we find two terms with multiple translations where 
the meaning potential is being realized as different referential extensions. 

Bestuurscomité, translated both as Executive Committee and Executive Board is used in the 
Statutory Regulations as the superordinate category label for executive committees of four 
different constituting parts of the organisation. The parallel concordances show that the 
translator has chosen to use Executive Committee for two of those subordinate categories 
(Kulak and partnerhogeschool) and Executive Board for the other two (LRD and UZ Leuven): 

                                                           
3
 Cao’s category of ambiguity, which would correspond for lexemes to clear cases of homonymy, does not seem 

to occur in our selection of 10 terms with multiple translations.  



1 het Bestuurscomité Kulak the Kulak Executive Committee 
2 het Bestuurscomité van de partnerhogeschool the Partner University College’s Executive Committee 
3 het Bestuurscomité LRD the LRD Executive Board 
4 het Bestuurscomité UZ Leuven the Leuven University Hospitals Executive Board 

A reason for this lexical differentiation might that the preamble of the Statutory Regulations 
define the first two units as having an academic function (education and research) whereas the 
latter two offer external services (clinical services and knowledge transfer). Yet, the text does 
not specify qualitatively different competences for the executive committees that would 
justify lexical differentiation and having two English translations for the single Dutch term. 
Problems for the translation arise when Bestuurscomité is used in its superordinate sense and 
the precise referential extension is left unspecified in the Dutch original:  

5 Deze procedure tot conflictbeslechting wordt door 
een Bestuurscomité dat zich in zijn belangen 

geschaad acht of door de Raad van Bestuur van de 
KU Leuven aanhangig gemaakt bij de Inrichtende 

Overheid 

Executive Committees that deem their interests 
infringed upon, or the KU Leuven Board of 

Governors, must resort to this settlement procedure 
to start legal proceedings against the Board of 

Trustees 
6 Hij benoemt de andere externe leden van de 

Bestuurscomités UZ Leuven en LRD na advies van 
het betrokken Bestuurscomité 

It appoints the other external members of the 
Leuven University Hospitals and LRD Executive 

Boards, having first sought the advice of the 
Executive Committee concerned. 

In example 5, Bestuurscomité refers to any of the four specific committees. The English 
translation would now have refer to both the Executive Board and Executive Committee but 
only uses Executive Committee for this case of general reference. In example 6, the second 
use of Bestuurscomité aggregates over two specific committees (Bestuurscomité UZ and LRD) 
mentioned just previously and both translated systematically as Executive Board in the rest of 
the target text. Yet, the translator now uses Executive Committee, apparently as the default for 
cases of general reference. The one Dutch and two English superordinate lexical categories 
thus do not have overlapping  meaning potentials relating because of their different referential 
extensions and this introduces translation problems.  

Gedelegeerd bestuurder and its two translations (executive director and general manager) 
illustrate a similar problem of unclear referential extension. Three of the four units mentioned 
above also have an executive director (partnerhogescholen,LRD, UZ Leuven). For all three 
positions, the translator uses Executive Director as translation for gedelegeerd bestuurder 
(examples 7-9) throughout the text. Yet, in two instances (examples 10-11) the translator 
switches to General Manager for the position at  UZ and LRD, incidentally the same two units 
that were set apart by the translation of bestuurscomité as Executive Board: 

7 de gedelegeerd bestuurder van de partnerhogeschool the Executive Director of the Partner University 
College 

8 de gedelegeerd bestuurder UZ Leuven the Leuven University Hospitals Executive Director. 
9 de gedelegeerd bestuurder LRD the LRD Executive Director 
10 vertegenwoordigd door de voorzitter van het 

Bestuurscomité UZ Leuven en/of de gedelegeerd 
bestuurder UZ Leuven 

represented…by the Chair of the Leuven University 
Hospitals Executive Board and/or the Leuven 

University Hospitals General Manager 
11 vertegenwoordigd door de voorzitter van het 

Bestuurscomité LRD en/of de gedelegeerd 
bestuurder LRD, 

represented…by the Chair of the LRD Executive 
Board and/or the LRD General Manager 



Although this might at first seem a simple case of inconsistency on the part of the translator at 
first, rather than different meaning potentials of the term gedelegeerd bestuurder, closer 
inspection reveals a more completed picture. If we switch to an onomasiological perspecitive 
and the level of concepts by mirroring the incosistent translation back into Dutch, we see that 
General Manager is also the translation of algemeen directeur. Example 12 clarifies that in 
case of the Leuven University Hospitals, both Dutch terms have the same referential 
extension and that, although they are different offices, they are held by the same person. 
However, this is not the case for LRD: Exampe 13 and 14 indicate that the two offices are 
held by different persons.  

12 Tijdens het laatste jaar van elke mandaattermijn 
wordt de gedelegeerd bestuurder UZ Leuven, over 

al zijn gedelegeerde bevoegdheden met inbegrip van 
deze van algemeen directeur zoals beschreven in de 
ziekenhuiswetgeving, geëvalueerd door de Raad van 

Bestuur 

In the final year of each term of office, the Leuven 
University Hospitals Executive Director is evaluated 

on the various authorities delegated to him/her, 
including those of General Manager as laid down in 

the Law on hospitals. 

13 Het Bestuurscomité LRD bestaat uit de volgende 
geledingen:… de gedelegeerd bestuurder LRD…de 
algemeen directeur LRD, die de vergaderingen met 

raadgevende stem bijwoont; 

The LRD Executive Board has the following 
Divisions:… the LRD Executive Director…. the 

LRD General Manager, who attends meetings in an 
advisory capacity; 

14 Qualitate qua maken volgende personen deel uit van 
het Directiecomité LRD: de gedelegeerd bestuurder 

LRD; de algemeen directeur LRD. 

The following individuals become members of the 
LRD Management Committee by virtue of their 
office: LRD Executive Director; LRD General 

Manager 

From this onomasiological perspective, the inconsistent translations in example 10 and 11 can 
now be explained: We have two related, superordinate concepts that are different on the 
intensional level but in one subordinate usage, their referential extensional overlaps. Again, 
the complex meaning potential leading to translation problems is due to uncertainty 
(introduced by the translator) about the referential extension. 

Vagueness or the Uncertainty of the Intension  

According to Cao (2009:74), “an expression is vague or imprecise if it admits in borderline 
cases in acutual use. To say that a concept is vague is to say that there can be no clear fact of 
the matter whether the concept applies or not.” As examples, she mentions legal concepts like 
just  or intelligent.Although Cao’s definition of vagueness seems to be also addressing 
uncertain referential extension, the examples make clear that this is only a side effect of what, 
from a cognitive semantic perspective, is unclarity on the semantic or intensional level. There 
are no necessary and sufficient conditions that define the concept. Instead, the concept is a 
prototypical category that consists of a structured network of semantic features with different 
levels of salience and these features can be fore- or back grounded in specific contexts. 
(Geeraerts 2002). In our corpus, a number of terms with multiple translations have this type of 
complex meaning potential on the intensional level.  

Geleding, translated once as section and 19 times as division, has the general meaning “part of 
an organised whole”. However, the examples 15 to 17 show that the parts that geleding refers 
to in the Statutory Regulations are of two different types: In example 15, they are subsidiary 
organisational structures of the university and for this specific usage, the translator chooses 
section as English equivalent. Mirroring this translation shows that on the onomasiological 



level geleding competes in this sense with afdeling, for which section is also used three times 
as translational equivalent. In example 16 and 17, geleding is used to refer to (a group of) 
people with a specific function or position within the organisational whole and in this case the 
translator uses division. In other words, geleding is a protytypical category with a central, but 
quite general meaning potential  “part of an organised whole”. However it has additional 
context-specific, non-overlapping meaning potentials for organisational structures and 
persons. Why the translator chose divisions for the second usage, is not very clear. Mirroring 
divisions in the corpus shows that is also the translation of the Dutch cognate divisies, which 
is semantically more similar to usage of “organisational substructure”, rather than “(group of) 
people with a specific function”. 

15 De Universiteit bestaat uit diverse geledingen , m.n. 
groepen, faculteiten, departementen en andere 

onderdelen… 

The University encompasses various sections , 
namely Groups, Faculties, Departments and other 

Subdivisions 
16 De Inrichtende Overheid bestaat uit vier

 geledingen… de geleding namens de KU 
Leuven…de geleding namens elk van de andere 
instellingen voor hoger onderwijs… de geleding 
onafhankelijken… de geleding met raadgevende 

stem 

The Board of Trustees has Four Divisions:… KU 
Leuven Division:… . the Division representing each 

of the other higher education institutions… the 
Independents Division… the Division acting in an 

advisory capacity 

17 De Raad van Bestuur … is samengesteld uit de 
volgende geledingen:..  de rector, de vicerectoren 

...en de algemeen beheerder... 

The Board of Governors … is made up of the 
following Divisions:… the Rector, the Vice Rectors 

… and the Managing Director… 

 

Benoeming: is translated both as appointment and appointing  and it is a classical example of 
a word with two metonymically related and often not clearly distinguishable senses: As a 
regularly derived noun from the verb benoemen (to appoint), benoeming can either refer to the 
act of appointing or the result of it. When in a specific context the former sense is realised, 
benoeming can be translated into English as a gerund (ex. 18). When the result sense is 
present, like in example 19 (where the act of appointing clearly is already over), the only 
English alternative is appointment. However, example 20 shows that there are cases where it 
is not clear whether the act or the result is foregrounded. In this case, the translator chose the 
nominal equivalent, but the example is similar enough to example 8 to suggest that a gerund 
could have been used as well. 

18 De Bijzondere Academische Raad beslist over het 
algemene beleid betreffende rekrutering, benoeming 

en bevordering van het zelfstandig academisch 
personeel. 

The Special Academic Council determines the 
general policy for recruiting, appointing and 

promoting senior academic staff. 

19 Datum ingang benoemingen : 1 augustus Starting Date Appointments : August 1 
20 Het Bijzonder Groepsbestuur adviseert bij de 

benoeming , aanstelling en bevordering van leden 
van het zelfstandig academisch personeel 

The Special Group Executive Committee advises 
the Special Academic Council on the appointment , 

permanent appointment and promotion of senior 
academic staff members 

 

Mandaat has no less than 8 different translation equivalents (and remains untranslated once), 
which is indicative of a quite rich meaning potential. The most frequent translation is office, 
but before we look a specific uses and their translation, we first try to get a better idea of the 
complex semantics of mandaat by looking at its significant collocations in the larger, 



secondary corpus. Among the 37 strongest 
collocations4, we can distinguish 5 different 
sets that are indicative of the different aspects 
of mandaat’s semantics:  

                                                           
4
 Based on 365 occurrences of the lemma mandaat, a window of 7 words left and right, the highest collacations 

according the logDice measure, with function words and parts of multiword expressions removed. 

 Collocate translation freq logDice 

1 beheerder manager 15 9.913 

rector rector 20 9.828 

bestuurder director 10 9.537 

Departements
-hoofd 

head of 
department 

8 9.419 

directeur director 9 9.303 

leden members 24 9.215 

gedelegeerd delegated 7 9.033 

voorzitter president 15 8.925 

2 uitoefening execution 21 10.569 

vervullen fulfil 9 9.466 

uitoefenen perform 9 9.428 

nodige necessary 9 9.34 

bekleden by virtue of 6 9.038 

faciliteiten facilites 6 8.959 

genieten enjoy 6 8.867 

belast 
charged 
(with) 

17 10.145 

3 salaris salary 10 9.442 

4 hernieuwbaar renewable 18 10.49 

eenmaal once 15 10.196 

onmiddellijk immediately 11 9.639 

uitgezonderd except 9 9.585 

maximaal maximally 10 9.48 

Behoudens except 8 9.363 

eerste first 19 9.276 

Inrichtende 
(macht) 

Board of 
Trustees 

9 9.23 

verwerft acquires 6 9.011 

Artikel article 19 9.004 

maximale maximal 6 8.97 

andersluidend 
otherwise 
stipulated 

6 8.967 

verkozen elected 7 8.897 

5 duur duration 29 10.541 

jaar year 59 10.501 

Duur duration 15 10.329 

beëindiging termination 11 9.852 



Set 1 indicates that offices are associated with 
different staff positions (rector, manager, director) 

Set 2 indicates that offices are executed and 
performed with the help of certain facilities  

Set 3 indicates that offices can be associated with a financial reward 

Set 4 indicates that offices are subject to certain conditions of being awarded and renewed  

Set 5 indicates that Offices have a certain duration with a beginning and and end 

Let us now return to the Statutory Regulations again. The translations in table 1 seem to make 
a distinction between on the one hand the functional/executional and on the other hand the 
durational aspect that we identified in the collocations. The most frequent translation is office 
(59 out of 67), but when the durational aspect is present, duration is explicitly expressed in 
English with the addition of term in/of, even though it remains often implicit in Dutch . In 
Example 21, no durational aspect is involved and mandaat is directly translated by office. In 
example 22, the durational aspect is explicit both in Dutch (duur van het mandaat) and in 
English (term of office). However, in examples 23 and 24, the durational aspect is implicit in 
the Dutch noun and has to be inferred from context, but the English version makes the 
durational aspect explicit by translating mandaat as term of office. Dutch mandaat, unlike 
Enlgish office, seems to have the meaning potential to express the durational aspect without 
explicitation. In example 26, that durational aspect is so dominant, that the translator does not 
even find it necessary to express the function/position-aspect and simply omits office, using 
the purely temporal expression interim instead. However, the implicit expression of duration 
in Dutch and the concurrent explication in English is not completely systematic. Example 27 
has a clear durational interpretation, yet this not made explicit, neither Dutch nor in English5. 
Example 28 shows that English also has as fixed expression (remain in office) where the 
durational aspect does not have to made explicit through the use of term, even when it is 
explicit in Dutch. 

21 Mandaten die vereisen dat men lid is van het 
zelfstandig academisch personeel… 

Offices for which individuals must be senior 
academic staff members, 

22 Artikel 53 Duur van het mandaat Article 53 Term of Office 
24 In afwijking van artikel 5.1. en 53.1. loopt het eerste 

mandaat tot 31 juli 2017 
By way of derogation from Articles 5.1. and 53.1. 

the first term of office runs until July 31, 2017 
25 Voor een nieuw mandaat komen ze ten vroegste na 

een onderbreking van vier jaar in aanmerking. 
An interval of minimum four years is required 

before they qualify for a new term of office 
26 …wordt de functie- of mandaathouder …voor de 

resterende duur van het mandaat door de hoogst 
gerangschikte opvolger opgevolgd. 

that individual will be replaced by the highest-
ranking successor in the interim . 

27 uiterlijk gehouden tijdens de derde maand vóór het 
verstrijken van het lopende mandaat. 

be held at the latest in the course of the third month 
before the current office expires. 

28 de algemeen beheerder en de gedelegeerd 
bestuurder LRD voor de duur van hun mandaat 

the Managing Director and the LRD Executive 
Director, as long as they remain in office 

                                                           
5
 This might however be transfer from Dutch. A quick look at SketchEngine’s English enTenTen2013 reference 

corpus (23 billion tokens) shows that 123 out of 149 instances of the phrase “office expires” are preceded by 

“term of” 

duurt lasts 10 9.744 

eindigt ends 10 9.657 

Table 2: collocates of mandaat in the sec.corpus 



Let us finally look at the remaining translation alternatives position, job and function. Here 
the translator seems to detach the function/execution meaning potential of mandaat from the 
formal appointment procedures and conditions that are central to semantics of mandaat. In 
example 29, the optimal execution of an office rather that the formal nomination criteria are 
foregrounded and the translator switches to the more general word position. Similarly, 
example 30 focuses on the ongoing execution of the mandaat and again the translator uses a 
near-synonym from general language, viz. function. In example 30, mandaat is part of the 
compound mandaathouder, foregrounding the person executing the office, and here the 
translator chooses the “plain English” alternative job6. These three cases show both the 
influence of general language in legal translation and the importance of including an 
onomasiological perspective to explain the inconsistent translations of the same concept. 

29 heeft tot doel een optimale invulling van de 
mandaten te waarborgen 

The purpose … is to guarantee optimal staffing for 
such a position 

30 Voor de lopende mandaten heeft de Inrichtende 
Overheid in haar vergadering van 8 juli 2010 de 

nodige overgangsmaatregelen bepaald. 

The Board of Trustees worked out the necessary 
interim measures for all current functions at its 

meeting 
31 Indien bij de aanstelling van een functie- of 

mandaathouder in opvolging is voorzien 
a fellowship or job holder for which succession has 

been foreseen 

 
 
Although bevoegdheid (translated as authority, competence, power, responsitility)  is the term 
in our list that is most frequent in general language (17 occurrences per million in the 
reference corpus), it is also one the most important words in any statute because it denotes the 
property that certain specific parties can or cannot perform specific actions. To get a better 
grip on the complex meaning potential of bevoegdheid, we conduct a corpus pattern analysis 
(Hanks 2010) and chart the specific morpho-syntactic patterns the word occurs in. As shown 
table 3, the patterns included are its pre-modifiers in compounds, its pre-modifying adjectives, 
its post-modifying prepositional phrases (PPs), the verbs that it is the object of, and finally, 
the prepositions that head the prepositional phrases in which bevoegdheid occurs. The 
position of bevoegdheid in the patterns is indicated by B ( C, for competence, in the English 
translation) and slots filled by more general semantic classes are indicated in capitals. 
We then classified the different corpus patterns into 6 semantic components that are relevant 
for the meaning potential of bevoegdheid: 
 
1 ACTIVITIES that can be performed within a competence are expressed by the compound-

modifiers (nominating, advising, representing, oorganising education) but also with a post-

modifying PP (met inbegrip van) or by the subject of a verb (behoort tot) 

2 The position of competence in a HIERARCHY of competences can be expressed by compound-

modifiers (eind-), but is usually expressed by a modifying adjective (algemeen, ultiem, residuair) 

3 The AREA (e.g. education) or persons (e.g. staff categories) to which the competences pertain 

are expressed by post-modifying PPs (inzake, op het vlak van, ten aanzien van) 

4 A (GROUP OF) of PERSON(S), like the rector or the Executive Commtitee, that can exert the 

competences, are expressed by a modifying adjective (facultaire), post-modifying PPs ( van, 

toegekend aan) or as the subject of a verb (oefent uit, neemt over) 

                                                           
6
 SketchEngine’s specialised  British Law Report Corpus (10 million tokens) shows this is a somewhat 

idiosyncratic choice: whereas job holder only occurs 2 times, office holder has a frequency of 64. 



5 The SOURCE (e.g. the Board of Trustees, a law, an article in the regulations) that assigns or 

justifies the competences, is expressed by a post-modifying PP (vermeld in, toegekend door) or 

by the subject of a verb (delegeert) 

6 The explicit DEMARCATION of competences can be expressed by a verb (beperkt, sluit uit) or by 

a preposition heading the NP (binnen, met uitzondering van) 

 
If we look at the translations, we see that the most frequent translation authority (63 out of 82) 
is used with any of the 6 semantic components: Example 32 refers to the authority to perform 
a certain activity (representation), example 33 illustrates both the demarcation and source 
component, example 34 describes the area to which the authority pertains, and example 35 
refers to the hierarchy of competences.  

32 Representatiebevoegdheid: De rector representeert.. Representational Authority The Rector represents… 
33 onverminderd de bevoegdheid van de Inrichtende 

Overheid bedoeld in artikel 14 
without prejudice to the authority of the Board of 

Trustees as laid down in Article 14 
34 Bevoegdheden inzake onderwijs Educational Authorities 
35 De delegerende bestuursorganen blijven de 

juridische eindverantwoordelijkheid en 
eindbevoegdheid dragen 

The delegating Management Bodies continue to 
hold ultimate legal responsibility and authorities 

However, the alternative translations each seem to occur with one specific semantic 
component (possibly in combination with other components). If we look at the translations 
with power, then these all relate to specific activities that can performed, like awarding 
degrees (ex. 36), giving advice (ex. 37), or representation(ex. 38). A partial explanation forthe 
variation in translation can be found if we switch to an onomasiological perspective. A 
comparison of example 32 and 39 makes clear that the Dutch original has at least two near-
synonyms to express the concept POWER OF REPRESENTATION, viz. representatiebevoegdheid 
and vertegenwoordingingsbevoegdheid. But it doesn’t stop there: if we mirror power of 
representation back into Dutch, we see that it is also the translation of 
vertegenwoordingsmacht and volmacht. The picture becomes even more complicated if we 
mirror again and see that volmacht is also translated as signing authority (ex.41) and proxy 
(ex. 42). In other words, the meaning potential of bevoegdheid that is realized in the specific 
context of representational activities activates, on the onomasiological level, a set of closely 
related concepts with multiple lexicalisations in both Dutch and English that do not seem to 
be clearly delineated vis-à-vis each other. 

36 decretale onderwijsbevoegdheden degree-awarding powers granted by act 
37 Adviesbevoegdheid in de Universiteitsraad Advisory Power within the University Council 
38 houdt ook een delegatie van 

vertegenwoordigingsbevoegdheid in 
also entails the delegation of power of 

representation 
39 De algemeen beheerder beschikt voor de KU 

Leuven over de organieke 
vertegenwoordigingsmacht 

The Managing Director has the statutory power of 
representation to statutorily represent KU Leuven 

40 een bestuursorgaan kan drager zijn van ten hoogste 
één volmacht 

a Management Body may hold maximum one power 
of representation 

41 De Raad van Bestuur kan … een volmacht verlenen, The Board of Governors may grant delegation of 
signing authority 

42 indien ten minste de helft van de stemgerechtigde 
leden aanwezig of door volmacht vertegenwoordigd 

is 

when at least half the members with voting rights 
attend or are represented by proxy 

 



If we now turn to competence and responsibility, we see that these alternative translations are 
used in explicit demarcation contexts and in prepositional phrases like with the exception of 
(ex.43) or within (ex. 47). Comparing example 43 and 44 shows that competence and 
responsibility occur as translations in the exact same context. Also here, mirroring the 
translations and taking an onomasiological perspective might explain where this variation 
comes from: more specifically, responsibility is also used as translation of 
verantwoordelijkheid (ex. 48). Additionally, a comparison of example 48 with example 35 
makes clear that bevoegdheid and verantwoordelijkheid can apparently refer to different but 
very related concepts in the compounds eindverantwoordlijkheid  and eindbevoegdheid. 
Again, these specific usages tap into a meaning potential of bevoegdheid where the exact 
concept is not completely clear and different lexicalisations exist in both languages. 

43 met uitzondering van de bevoegdheden vermeld in 
artikels 21 

With the exception of the competences described in 
Articles 21 

44 met inachtneming van de bevoegdheid door de 
wetgeving toegekend voor het beheer van de sociale 

voorzieningen 

taking into account the competence of managing 
social services accorded by law 

45 met inachtneming van de bevoegdheid door de 
wetgeving toegekend voor het beheer van sociale 

voorzieningen 

with respect of the responsibilities for the 
management of social services accorded by law 

46 Onverminderd de in artikel 85 aan het 
Bestuurscomité UZ Leuven gedelegeerde 

bevoegdheid 

Without prejudice to the responsibilities delegated 
to the Leuven University Hospitals Executive Board 

47 beschikt binnen deze bevoegdheid voor de KU 
Leuven over de organieke 
vertegenwoordigingsmacht 

within these responsibilities inside KU Leuven, 
he/she has statutory power of representation 

48 Zij heeft de eindverantwoordelijkheid bij de 
beslechting van geschillen inzake … 

onderwijsbevoegdheden 

It bears final responsibility in settling disputes over 
the exercise of degree-awarding powers 

All in all, it is quite surprising that a concept like AUTHORITY/COMPETENCE that is so central to 
a statutory text is so vaguely delineated and is used almost in the same informal way as in 
general language. Maybe this has to do with the fact that the term bevoegdheid  and the 
concept AUTHORITY/COMPTENCE are also quite frequent in general language and that this 
reduces the need felt by legal practitioners to make its semantics more explicit. However, it is 
clear that this does lead to inconsistencies in translation.  

 
Conclusion 

Legal language is a specific type of specialist language, with a typical use of terms referring 
to legal conceps that are hard to define in a precise, unambiguous way, as the normal 
terminological procedures would expect. Legal terms often balance between a precise, 
unambiguous definition and the creativity or fuzziness in natural language. In any case, legal 
language is system-bound, and the correct concepts can only be defined in a case-by case 
analysis, that is very much user-driven and defined by actual context. The notion defined by 
Hanks (2013) s ‘a word has a meaning potential’ definitely applies in this domain. A legal 
term has a meaning that can only be defined when looking at a system of texts. As we hoped 
to have shown with the case study of the Statutory Regulations of the KU Leuven, the corpus 



linguistic approach with a careful analysis of contextual usage is worthwhile pursuing in 
further research in the field of legal texts and their translation.    
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Lemma Translation(s) Freq 

Freq 

per 

million 

Freq 

ref. 

Freq 

ref 

pm 

Key-

ness 

Score 

Bestuurscomité (1) Executive Committee 

(2) Executive Board 

111 5701.1 77 0.0 5560.0 

UZ Leuven Leuven University Hospitals 133 6831.0 892 0.3 5066.1 

Inrichtende Overheid Board of Trustees 98 5033.4 14 0.0 4818.8 

LRD LRD 99 5084.7 264 0.1 4676.0 

Academische Raad Academic Council 75 3852.1 203 0.1 3470.4 

Gemeenschappelijk 

Bureau 

(1) Joint Executive Board 

(2) Executive Board 

53 2722.1 8 0.0 2611.8 

Kulak Kulak 53 2722.1 358 0.1 2433.9 

KU Leuven KU Leuven 155 7961.0 6483 2.2 2428.3 

Groepsbestuur Group Executive Committee 43 2208.5 45 0.0 2177.0 

algemeen beheerder Managing Director 37 1900.4 54 0.0 1796.7 

Universiteitsraad University Council 32 1643.6 235 0.1 1525.6 

organiek reglement (1) Statutory Regulations 

(2) these regulations 

29 1489.5 62 0.0 1404.3 

zelfstandig 

academisch personeel 

(1) senior academic staff 

members 

(2) senior academic staff 

29 1489.5 83 0.0 1394.7 

Directiecomité Management Committee 29 1489.5 366 0.1 1329.0 

Rector (1) Rector 

(2) Rectorial 

95 4879.3 8922 3.0 1232.1 

partnerhogescholen Partner University Colleges 21 1078.6 22 0.0 1071.8 

vicerector Vice Rector 20 1027.2 150 0.0 979.5 

gedelegeerd 

bestuurder 

(1) Executive Director 

(2) General Manager 46 2362.62 2215 0.74 938.81 

Biomedische 

Wetenschappen 

Biomedical Sciences 21 1078.6 738 0.2 834.0 

bestuursorgaan Management Body 63 3235.7 8785 2.9 826.6 

Leuven Leuven 296 15202.9 55515 18.4 782.7 

Raad van Bestuur Board of Governors 105 5392.9 19971 6.6 679.6 

mandaat (1) Office  

(2) Position 

(3) job 

(4) function 

(5) term of office 

(6) term in office 

(7) Term 

(8) Interim 

(9) ø 

67 3441.2 13553 4.5 626.1 

Table 1: Terms and translations sorted by keyness 

 

 

 



 

Lemma Translation(s) Freq 

Freq 

per 

million 

Freq 

ref. 

Freq 

ref 

pm 

Key-

ness 

Score 

geleding (1) section 

(2) division 

(3) ø 

20 1027.2 6211 2.1 335.9 

benoeming (1) Appointment 

(2) appointing 

(3) ø 

45 2311.2 18295 6.1 327.0 

faculteit Faculty 52 2670.8 29178 9.7 250.1 

onverminderd without prejudice to 22 1129.9 13296 4.4 208.9 

bevoegdheid (1) authority 

(2) power 

(3) competence 

(4) responsibility 

(5) act as 

(6) ø 

69 3543.9 48592 16.1 207.0 

associatie association 32 1643.6 21160 7.0 205.0 

departement department 27 1386.7 23748 7.9 156.2 

Table 1 (continued) Terms and translations sorted by keyness 

 

  



 

compound modifiers pre-modifying adjectives post-modifiers post-modifiers (ctnd) object of verbs heading preposition 

advies-B (advisory C) specifieke B (specific C) 

B op het vlak van AREA          

(C relating to AREA) 

B met inbegrip van ACTION 

(C including ACTION) 

ACTION behoort tot B 

(ACTION is part of C) binnen de B (within the C) 

bestuurs-B (managing C) algemene B (general C) 

B inzake AREA                            

(C relating to AREA) 

B vermeld in SOURCE (C 

mentioned in SOURCE) 

PERSON delegeert B 

(PERSON delegates B) 

onverminderd de B      

(without prejudice to C) 

vertegenwoordigings-B 

(representation C) residuaire B (residuary C) 

B betreffende AREA             

(C concerning AREA) 

B door SOURCE toegekend 

(C assigned by SOURCE) 

PERSON oefent B uit 

(PERSON exercises C) 

met inachtneming van de B 

(respecting the C) 

representatie-B 

(representation C) ultieme B (ultimate C) 

B ten aanzien van 

PERSONS  (C vis-à-vis 

PERSONS) 

B overeenkomstig SOURCE  

(C laid down in SOURCE) 

PERSON neemt B over 

(PERSON takes over C) 

met uitzondering van de B 

(with the exception of the C) 

voordracht-B 

(nomination C) gedelegeerde B (delegated C) 

B t.o.v. PERSONS                        

(C vis-à-visPERSONS) 

B zoals bepaad in SOURCE    

(C as stipulated in SOURCE) 

PERSON doet afbreuk aan 

B (PERSON harms C)   

onderwijs-B (eduction C) facultaire B (faculty C) 

B van PERSONS                       

(C of PERSONS) 

B omschreven in SOURCE   

(C described in SOURCE) 

SOURCE beperkt B    

(SOURCE limits C)   

tucht-B (disciplinary C)   

B toegekend aan X                

(C awarded to PERONS)   

SOURCE sluit B uit                 

(SOURCE excludes C)   

eind-B (final C)           

Table 3: Corpus pattern analysis of bevoegdheid 


